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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF UTAH 
CORNISH TOWN, A Utah Municipal * 
Corporation * 
Plaintiff/Respondent * 
Cross Appellant 
vs. * 
EVAN 0. ROLLER and MARLENE B. * 
ROLLER, husband and wife No. 19981 
* 
Defendants/Appellants * 
Cross Respondents 
STATEMENT OF FACTS 
The Rollers incorporate the Statement of Facts set forth in 
the Appellants' Brief and add the following facts as it relates to 
the Cross-Appeal: 
In 1937 Emma Pearson, a widow, deeded what is now the Evan 
Roller property to her five children. She reserved a life estate 
in the property conveyed. (Ex. 7) The water rights owned were 
summer irrigation rights and a year-round stock watering and culi-
nary right with a priority date of 1903. (See State Engineer Dee 
Hansen's transcript pg. 12, 13, 20, 21, 22 and 24). In 1938 four 
of the five Pearson children deeded all of their right, title and 
interest in "one certain unnamed spring" to Cornish reserving a 
tap right for year-round stock watering and culinary purposes. 
(Ex. 8) The deed specifies that the water conveyed was from one 
certain unnamed spring and it described the spring's origin. It 
APPELLANTS1 REPLY TO 
CROSS-APPELLANTS' BRIEF 
is thus distinguished from the other springs in the Butler Hollow 
area. The spring is now known as the Pearson Spring, The 
Plaintiff has consistently attempted to enlarge the area of 
Pearson Spring by identifying it as Pearson Springs and also by 
identifying the recharge area for the springs. Curiously enough 
the spring was not on lands owned by the Pearsons but was water 
appropriated by them for their lands as it ran down Butler Hollow. 
In 1939 Cornish appropriated the winter rights in the Pearson 
Spring. (Ex. 13) In 1938 and 1939 Cornish constructed a pipeline 
from Pearson Spring to a reservoir. Alonq that 4 inch pipeline a 
lh inch "T" was used to connect a 1 inch galvanized pipe leading 
to the Pearson home. The Pearsons used this connection for 
domestic purposes as have the Rollers under the reservation in the 
deedf which provided for a 3/4 inch tap at the house and a water 
meter. (It is assumed that the word "3/4 tap" means the act of 
tapping into a pre-existing line with a 3/4 inch line. This is to 
be distinguished from a house tap.) The town installed the line 
as a part of the minicipal water distribution system. In October 
1957f Emma Pearson Dobbs received the property in question with 
water rights. In 1960 Emma Dobbs deeded the land together with 
her water rights to Evan Roller and his wife Marlene. (Ex. 9) 
Cornish did not collect all of the Pearson Spring water. 
(State Engineer Dee Hansen Tr. 19) Asael Buttars, one of 
Cornish's witnesses testified that the water coming from the muni-
cipal water system to the Pearson home was the only water used by 
the Pearsons after installation of the water system by Cornish. 
However, upon cross exmination he testified that from 1939 through 
1941 he was fulfilling a church mission. He fails to testify to 
other knowledge of usage until he becomes mayor of Cornish in 1954 
to 1958 a period of four years. (Tr. 68) He has not visited 
Pearson Spring since 1968. (Tr. 69) He admitted that the Pearson 
family used the Butler Hollow water. (Tr. 71) He further 
testified that there were other small springs below the collection 
line that were not collected that ran down Butler Hollow to the 
Pearson residence. (Tr. 71) He could not recall if there was 
excess water running over the collection site in 1939f but he did 
recall that there was water below the catch basin that was not 
collected by the town. (Tr. 73) The testimony of Verl Buxton 
contained even less definitive information about non-use of the 
water from Pearson Spring. He was the town president from 1958 to 
1970 but his testimony gives no detailed information as to any 
time of non-use of the water by the Pearsons or the Rollers. Evan 
Roller testified that there is water flowing past the catch basin 
and down the Butler Hollow where it is being used beneficially. 
(Tr. 51) However, there are years when the Pearson Spring area is 
essentially dry. 
Relative to the pipeline to the Roller home, by 1979 Roller 
found the flow of the line had decreased until insufficient 
pressure was maintained for domestic use and for fire protection. 
(Tr. 82) The spring did not comply with state regulations and was 
contaminated. (Tr. 58 - 64) Roller replaced the line with 
varying diameters of plastic pipe but charged to Cornish the cost 
and expense related to the replacement of -« - --• aalvaniz^d line 
that was ,. installed. (Tr, 7 0 • .-, -• "ne 
has maintained the same constant pressure r. > t*:o house plumbing 
functions properly and spray tanks can be nil"-: - :< < :ji ilck] y. 
The system is more efficient and provides somo < ; T P protection. 
However the consumption does not vary substantially. Evan and 
M a r 1 e n c > M . K o L I *• • i * i <•> nc) t w a i 11 : a 1 I o o k i I p "1 < :> a ' • •' • 11 11 i i c i pa 1 
line below the reservoir as they do no* vair t- trade "orior 
rights for last- *'iqhts". 
ravine about three-quar -• i • of a mile from the - sfh * :•.]»-. *• 
Hollow n y Pearson spring collection system consists ! r.gle 
linp extendi]!-: *.,,* the cato^ ha^in up *-he ^utle1" Hoi "• • **. r v .ne. 
(Tr. ~< . * !'h.- :ol'pf'ti">n 1 i n* r-ii/ *^  t- f ^ v - • t- and 
C '. '. ^r ! • - • . ' h 
basin. There , K M nr ro * ^.-t • *;. Lines to th.* s-ir- i* - .^  o:r-<^ 
basi"1. in-5- therefore, water • i i ? ar<^ ^as n^ w»r b^^n ^or rained 
)lleCti - - , :•'<!-. 7 
rains there is a substantial flow of water over and around the 
collection lines and catch basir (Roller . ^, tix. JV} vAsel 
Buttars Tr. 7 / This wat*•: : •-• * ^r wat-pr whiVh is 
not collected by Cornish flows dow: • ie Butler Hollow r e r ^ "he 
Pearsons and th^ Pollers have used the \-M - * ; 'i *\ iany 
years. Neitner roe Pearsons nor the Koli^i ; i iv - needed to divert 
the water from Pearson Spring channel as their usage was at the 
mouth of Butler Hollow. Butler Hollow water does i lot . >rmally 
flow from the Roller property onto any other person's property as 
it is used on their property. 
POINT I 
DID THE TRIAL COURT ERR IN GRANTING DEFENDANTS A 
ONE-FIFTH INTEREST IN PEARSON SPRING BY MISCONSTRUING 
THE FACTS AND/OR THE LAW? 
Cornish claims that whatever rights Emma Pearson Dobbs may 
have had to 1/5 of the Pearson Spring water in 1938 have long 
since been forfeited to the public domain by the absence of any 
beneficial use of the 1/5 interest by Marie Pearson Dobbs and her 
successors for a period of far in excess of the minimum 5 year 
non-use requirement under Section 73-1-4 Utah Code Annotated, 1953. 
The Trial Court entered the following finding of fact: 
(13) The Court finds from the testimony of the witnesses 
that Cornish ^own has not by reason of the nature of its 
improvements in the Pearson Spring basin area, effectively 
controlled and appropriated all of the water coming from 
the Pearson Spring area. 
(14) The Pearson Sprinq water flowing down Butler Hollow 
has been beneficially used by the Pearsons and their 
successors the Rollers. 
(15) That Plaintiff's evidence has failed to show a 5 
year period of non-use from the Pearson Spring. 
From these findinqs of fact the Court concluded as follows: 
(3) That judgment should enter decreeinq that the 
Defendants are the owners of a right to a 1/5 interest 
in Pearson Spring to cover the irrigation period from 
April 1st to September 30th of each year and for stock 
watering and domestic purposes as ajudicated in the 
Kimball Decree to flow down Butler Hollow. 
Cornish cites a plethora of water law cases relating to for-
feiture, the names and contents of which are well known to this 
Court. Forfeiture must be proved by the party alleging it by 
clear evidence of non-use for the statutory period of time. Baugh 
v. Criddlo, - ' 2A 361, 43. -\ M 790 (196 7). The wl 1 messes for 
Cornish failed to produce clear evidence upon which the Trial 
Court C O M 1^ 1 make a finding of forfeiture. '"'** *-or*or^ rai]s to 
reflect 5 year peri • -use o o * ^ ."•'•• t 
occurrec \s.-i.O Buttars concedes that the last time he was on the 
property was 1958, The one-fifth interest was used by the Rollers 
along with other Butler Hoi] ow waters when there was water 
available. In *h v- ? years the availability of water was limited 
I: i 11 11 iti *•*•-• l >ti11 11e a forfeit See Rocky Ford 
Irrigation Co., etal v. Kents Lake Reservoir Company etal, 104 
ii+--Hh -? i , !• - ^  . < Q • :«!/! ') v;-^"^ fho co-'r^ held that forfeiture 
wi] ] • > •<>: -..;' • -•.-•• i> •• i. • • •* to \ ise water as 
a resii!' ••' physical causes beyond thp .-rr.- r . * the appropriator 
such as liooub W H I C H destroy dams ana aitcnes, Noughts etc where 
the appropriator was ready and wil 1 ing to ^iv-i • the water wKrtr* * *-
is naturally available. 
Butler Hoi. f:ei: does i iot n o r m a 1 1 \ 1 ea",; ; e 11 ie Ko 1 1 er pro 
p e r t y and it ir t h e r e f o r e not- t ;•<- suVi* - »r a p p r o p r i a t i o n by 
Cornish. Deseret Livestock Company v. Hooppiania f 6 6 Utah 25 239 
P . 4 7 9 (I J t a h 19 2 5) S« * e I I o o p p i a 1 1 i a w h e r e 11 1 e :: • ::»1 1 r t 1 1 e 1 d a s 
follows: 
The waters from the springs in controversy were not 
sufficient in volume to run into or create a natural 
channel and were not sufficient in volume to run to 
appellant's land and would not reach appellant's land 
without being fed by waters from other sources. The 
waters of the springs are therefore percolating waters, 
and if such springs are located upon private lands the 
waters arising therefrom are not subject to appropriation. 
Rollers' use of the 1/5 interest in Pearson Spring was then 
and is now an irrigation usage as distinguished from a domestic 
usage. It is a historic usage solely within the Koller property. 
The law in the State of Utah as it relates to forfeiture of 
water rights is the yardstick by which the facts must be measured. 
Cornish has failed to introduce credible evidence showing non-use 
of the uncollected Pearson Spring waters by either the Koller 
family or the Pearson family. At best they have shown that in dry 
years the Cornish collection system collects substantially all of 
the water along its collection lines. In wet periods a greater 
portion of the uncollected water flows down Butler Hollow along 
with other waters outside the Pearson Spring area to be used bene-
ficially by the Rollers. The Trial Court correctly observed that 
Cornish failed to fulfill its burden of proof particularly in view 
of the fact that not one witness testified as to any consecutive 5 
year period of time in which water was available to the Pearsons 
or Rollers and was not used beneficially by them for agricultural, 
domestic and stock water purposes. 
The Plaintiff in this action filed an original complaint 
along with two amended complaintsf the second amended complaint 
being filed at the time of the trial in this matter. 
The second amended complaint alleges a statutory forfeiture 
commencing somewhere after 1938 without specifying a date or 
period of time which raises the issue of the assertion of the 
appropriate statue of limitations which issued was raised by the 
Plaintiff at trial and in memorandums submitted to the court, 
78-12-1 Utah Code Annotated, 1953, states as follows: 
Civil actions can be commenced only within the periods 
prescribed in this chapter, after the cause of action 
shall have accrued, except where in special cases a dif-
ferent limitation is prescribed by statute. 
Section 78-12-29 provides a period of limitations of 1 year for 
actions upon a statute for a penalty or forfeiture where the 
action is given to an individual or to an individual and the state 
except where the statute imposing it prescribes a limitation. In 
the event that section is unapplicable then the 4 year period of 
limitations would apply. The Plaintiff in this case attempts to 
allege and approve forfeiture of water rights commencing in 1938. 
The Trial Court did not address the issue of the statute of 
limitations as it found that there had been no forfeiture. Should 
this court reverse the Trial Court's decision relative to for-
feiture then this Court must address the issue of the period of 
limitations for the commencement of an action as it relates to 
forfeiture. The Defendants have personally diverted, used, and 
maintained the waters of Pearson Spring and Butler Hollow benefi-
cially since 1960 and that there is no issue nor question of for-
feiture relative to those periods of times which far exceeds the 
period of limitation for the commencement of a civil action by the 
Plaintiff. 
POINT II 
CORNISH CLAIMS THE ABSENCE OF ANY BENEFICIAL USE OF THE 
PEARSON SPRING WATER ON THE PEARSON PROPERTY BY MRS. DOBBS AND 
HER FAMILY PRIOR TO 1960 MEANS AS A MATTER OF LAW THAT THE ALLEGED 
ONE-FIFTH INTEREST IN THE PEARSON SPRING WAS NO LONGER APPURTENANT 
TO THE PROPERTY PRECLUDING ANY TRANSFER OF THE ALLEGED ONE-FIFTH 
INTEREST BY MRS. DOBBS IN 1960 TO THE ROLLERS. 
Contrary to the Statement of Facts in the Cornish Brief 
Cornish's witness Asael Buttars did testify to knowledge of the 
usage of the water in 1938 at the time the waterworks was 
installed and in 1954 through 1958 when he was mayor. No other 
pertinent times are indicated as follows: (Tr. 71) 
Q. Didn't they also have a water source in the Butler Hollow? 
A. There was water there. If there was enough to run they 
had it down the hollow. Yes. 
Q. And the Pearsons the family used the water out of Butler 
Hollow? Didn't they? 
A. If there was water there. 
Q. When you first went to the spring upon its installation 
at the Pearson Springs, at the time the waterworks was first 
installed, were there other springs other than the one that 
they tapped in to, were there other springs along the sides 
of the hill? 
A. Nataurallv, due to the territory of the area, yes there 
would be some contributors out of the hill. 
Exhibit 60 consists of aerial photographs of the Pearson -
Roller residences showing the approximate area of foliage irri-
gated from Butler Hollow water sources and the culinary tap right. 
A diversion was made in order to divert the water to the 
nearby crop land. Evan Roller in 1962 constructed a substantial 
dam for the purpose of controlling erosion, facilitating irriga-
tion, and fire protection. The statement by Cornish that as a 
matter of law there were no water rights appertinent to the land 
sold to Rollers in I960 by Emma Marie Pearson Dobbs is simply an 
inaccurate statement not substantiated by the evidence in this 
case. 
POINT III 
CORNISH CLAIMS THAT THE ROLLERS ARE EQUITABLY ESTOPPED 
FROM CLAIMING THE ONE-FIFTH INTEREST OF EMMA PEARSON 
DOBBS BY VIRTUE OF THEIR PREDECESSORS' ACQUIESCENCE FOR 
MORE THAN FORTY YEARS TO CORNISH TOWN'S USE OF ALL OF 
THE PEARSON SPRING WATER. 
Evan Roller's 1/5 interest in the Pearson Springs which he 
received from Marie Pearson Dobbs is represented by an entry in 
the Bear River Determination of Water Rights commonly known as the 
Rimball Decree under entry no. W.U.C. 25-6719. Similarly, Cornish 
has an appropriation within the same decree known as entry no. 
W.U.C. 25-3079. At the time of the entry of the Rimball Decree 
Cornish did not object to the entry representing the Roller 1/5 
interest nor did Roller object to the entry representing Cornish's 
4/5 interest in the Pearson Spring. 
Therefore, contrary to Cornish's assertion in their brief, it 
was not necessary that Rollers give Cornish notice of their claim 
to 1/5 of the Pearson Spring. 
Cornish claims that the installation of the waterworks, 
including pipes, reservoirs and chlorinators was done on the 
assumption that the town owned the entire flow of Pearson Spring. 
This fact is unsubstantiated by any testimony in the record. 
The portions of the Pearson Spring not trapped by the catch 
basin are water rights of Evan Roller and his predecessors. 
Unsophisticated as it may be by present day standards the fact 
remains that Cornish's witnesses and the Rollers have each 
testified that the Pearson Spring did not then and does not now 
capture all of the spring water every year and by reason thereof 
there has been no acguiescence by the Roller family. 
In 1938 that water collected by Cornish was from land not 
owned by the Pearsons. Cornish actually trespassed in order to 
lay the lines and construct the collection lines, and now has the 
audacity to claim thev thought they were the owners of all the 
water in "Pearson Spring". The two cases cited by Cornish; Lehi 
Irrigation v. Moyle, 4 Utah 327, 9 P. 867 (1866) and City of 
Springville v. Fullmer, 7 Utah 450, 27 P. 577 (1891) are really 
not applicable to this case. They are early water cases decided 
when the law of Utah recognized the doctrine of adverse possession. 
Cornish has in Point III, for a second time in his brief 
cited a legal precedent as a yardstick in an instance where 
Plaintiff's own trial record failed to measure up to the burden of 
proof. Cornish's brief assumes the evidence of acquiescence of 
the Pearsons and Rollers can be found in the records and 
transcripts of the case. That bare assumption is unsupported by 
the testimony of either witness produced by Cornish. 
SECOND ISSUE 
CORNISH CLAIMS THE TRIAL COURT ERRED IN FAILING TO FURTHER 
CLARIFY THE RESPECTIVE SEASONAL WATER RIGHTS OF THE PARTIES 
PURSUANT TO THE UNCONTRADICTED TESTIMONY OF THE STATE ENGINEER. 
To properly analyze the relationships between the various 
claims it is necessary to distinguish between (1) an appropriation 
of water as evidenced by a certificate of appropriation, (2) an 
entry in a decree of general determination of water rights by the 
State Engineer's office, which follows a statutory procedure for 
appropriation of water, and (3) the reservation of a water right 
in the nature of a contract or agreement. When the Pearson family 
sold 4/5 of the Pearson Spring to Cornish they reserved from con-
veyance a right for culinary purposes on a vear-round basis. That 
right is created out of the property qranted which did not exist 
as an independent riqht before the grant. Burton v. United 
States, 507 P.2d 710 (Utah). (See Point I, Rollers Brief) 
Apart from the reservation in the deed, Roller's 1/5 interest 
in the Pearson Spring is evidenced by the ajudicated water right 
found in The Kimball Decree, W.U.C. 25-6719. The clarity of the 
testimony of Dee Hansen, the State Engineer, is impaired by the 
manner in which Cornish's attorney interrogates the State 
Engineer. (See re-cross examination Tr. 33 - 35, marked for iden-
tification as Appendix A and attached hereto). The Findings of 
Fact and Conclusions of Law affirm pre-existing filings as found 
in the general ajudication for the Bear River commonly called the 
Kimball Decree and set forth in substance the opinion of the State 
Engineer's Office. 
The proposed findings by Cornish contain inaccuracies as 
follows: 
1. Finding 13 fails to include a winter stock watering righfe. 
2. Finding 14 finds that Emma Pearson Dobbs reserved a right 
where in fact she refused to convey her interest. 
3. Proposed Finding 16 omits the stock watering and culinary 
right found in Evan Roller's filing W.U.C. 25-6719 and 
4. Proposed Finding 17 ignores stock watering and culinary 
rights. 
It would appear that the Trial Court had good reason not to 
incorporate Cornish's suggested Findings of Fact because they were 
inconsistent with the State Engineer's testimony and the facts of 
the case. 
CONCLUSION 
Cornish's cross appeal is based upon the testimony of two 
witnesses; Asael Buttars and Verl Buxton. Neither of these 
gentlemen appear to be sufficiently informed by personal obser-
vations over a period of forty years to enable either of them to 
specify a consecutive 5-year period where waters of the Pearson 
Spring were unused by either the Pearsons or the Rollers. 
Their testimony consisted of generalities with candid 
admissions as to a lack of knowledge, when cross-examined. 
The Rollers acknowledge that the law is as cited by Cornish 
with regards to forfeiture but concur with the Trial Court in 
finding that Cornish has failed to meet their burden of proof. 
The record shows no clearly identified oeriod of 5 years in which 
the Pearson Soring water was available to Evan Roller or his pre-
decessors, where thev did not use it for a beneficial purpose, or 
where at any time the Pearson family failed to use the Pearson 
Spring water coupled with the Butler Hollow water in a beneficial 
manner. 
Cornish in asking this court to further clarify the testimony 
of Dee Hansen, asks this court to accept the findings rejected by 
the Trial Court as being inconsistent with the testimony of the 
State Engineer, Dee Hansen. 
The evidence in this case reflects that the reservation in 
the deed to Cornish of culinary rights by the Pearson family 
created in the Pearson family a new right to culinary water from 
the Pearson Spring of culinary quality water delivered to the home 
of the Pearson family and their successors by Cornish at Cornish's 
expense. The deed to Cornish specifies only the tap size into the 
line and not the size of the line. Plaintiff's use of the word 
"3/4 inch tap line" or similar language attempts to create in the 
mind of the reader the specification of a 3/4 inch line to the 
Roller residence rather than a 3/4 inch tap into a main line. By 
state regulations main lines must be not less than 2 inches in 
diameter. 
Cornish having refused to meet their obligations under this 
reservation must now fulfill that obligation not only to pipe the 
water to the Roller residence but also to deliver culinary quality 
water from the Pearson Spring as that was the reserved right to 
which the Rollers and their predecessors are entitled to receive. 
George w. Preston 
Attorney for Defndants/Appellants 
and Cross-Respondents 
MAILING CERTIFICATE 
I hereby certify that I mailed four (4) true and correct 
copies of the above and foregoing APPELLANTS' REPLY T O CROSS-
APPELLANTS1 BRIEF to the Plaintiff/Respondent and Cross-
Appellant's attorney, William L. Fillmore, OLSON & HOGGAN, 56 West 
Center, P. 0. Box 525, Logan, Utah 84^fl/bn this ^ ^^ day of April, 
1985. 
rge W. Preston 
APPENDIX #1 -JJ-
A No, it didn't. It covered year-round. 
Q And so shouldn't the presumption be that since it 
stated a year-round period it was claiming water year-round, 
meaning that it was covering not only the period which they 
didnft have but an additional ^apprqpxiation on what they 
previously had? What would be the fair presumption? 
A I think that's exactly it. 
Q Because their application stated the whole year. 
A Yes. 
Q So it would be a .056 appropriation for the whole 
year on top of whatever they already had? 
A Yes. 
MR. FILLMORE: Okay, no further question. 
RECROSS EXAMINATION 
BY MR. PRESTON: 
Q Now you've just said two things to me. Youfve 
said it one way when I asked you the question and another 
way when he asked the question. 
A I didn't say it different. You interpreted it dif-| 
ferent. 
Q No, I didn't. 
A I wouldn't have said it different, George. 
0 I know. But counsel is putting words—you're 
either saying "yes" to questions yc i don't unr'ersc^ nd from 
.ounsel because ne's leading so oaJly or— 
1 A Ask it again and I'll try again. 
2 Q Okay. What rights as a result of this whole 
3 mess—you know, I don't want to know back and beyond. What 
4 rights now does Cornish have in that spring as far as a 
5 cubic second foot flow? 
6 A I think that they first purchased four-fifths 
7 j interest in the Lars Pearson Spring or Pearson Springs. 
Q All right. 
9 I A So they have that. Then in 1938, since that only 
covered the summer period, April 1 to October 31, they didn't! 
have the winter use of that sprincr because Lars Pearson had 
never established winter use to that §pjing. 
Q Okay. 
A So then they filed applicat ion exhibit 13 anyway, 
Application to Appropriate. They probably—and I'm just 
guessing what they did—they said, "Well, we've got to file 
from November 1 through March 31, but it will do no harm to 
18 I file for the full year'1 and if there is water available in th^ 
jg summer, subject to prior rights, part of them still being 
20 j retained by Evan, then they had the right to take more flow. 
21 i But it's subject to prior rights. 
22 I Q Okay. 
23 | A £so they have those two rights. They have the sum-
24 I mer use, the four-fifths interest, plus they have the Appli-
25 cation to Appropriate should there be water available to ful-l 
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1 fill it. In the winter when there was no irrigation right, 
2 then the Application to Appropriate carries the full load 
3 for the .056 0 
4 Q Okay. How does this Lars Pearson family domestic 
5 supply for the house fit in this? 
6 A Well, there are two things, and that's maybe where 
7 we're getting confused* There's the three-quarter inch tap 
3 mentioned in the deed* 
9 I Q I'll get that next. 
A Plus there's the one-fifth interest that was deed-
ed, if it's still valid, and that's a question you have to 
resolve, the one-fifth interest that are prior to the Appli-
cation to Appropriate. 
14 | Q So then what we do is we take this thing and w e — 
15 | so that the city's total appropriation isn't—is it fifty-
15 I six plus the Lars Pearson or the fifty-six includes the Lars 
17 I Pearson? 
18 A No, it's plus, if it's available. 
19 Q All right. There's the total. This is summer 
20 and this is winter? (Drawing on the blackboard.) So they 
2i have four-fifths of the summer? 
22 A Right, 
23 Q And of the winter they have five-fifths. Now where 
24 does this household domestic use come in? 
25 A You can't say that really. What they have in the 
